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twist the information so that it casts
us in a light of being people that sneak
around in the night—can you imagine
that, saying we did this in the ‘‘dark of
the night,’’ that we were sneaky, when
we have had so many days of hearings,
so many public statements on the
floor, so many votes both here and in
the House?

I think there is just no question that
a Cabinet officer who does that should
be called to attention, and we should
ask: Is this the conduct that this ad-
ministration believes should be the
conduct of a Cabinet officer? When he
raised his hand and said he would sup-
port the Constitution, as you and I did,
Mr. President, does that not mean we
will be truthful in the conduct of our
business, the public business?

We do it out in front of everybody,
right here on the floor. We did our ac-
tion of putting this amendment in the
bill, by a vote of the committee. We
have had three votes on the floor this
year. We have been here for 15 years
now trying to get this Congress to pro-
ceed as was contemplated in 1980. I do
not think it is proper to call us
‘‘sneaky,’’ or to say we are doing it in
the dark of the night.

I hope more and more people in
America understand that those who
make allegations like that have some-
thing to hide themselves. I am going to
find some way to bring to the Amer-
ican public the truth in these state-
ments that are being made by the Cabi-
net members of this administration.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). The Senator from New Jer-
sey is recognized.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
want to talk just a few minutes now. I
understand that the unanimous-con-
sent agreement that has been pro-
pounded and accepted limits Senators
to 5 minutes. I ask unanimous consent
to extend that to 10 minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. I would have to ob-
ject, Mr. President. We, of course, have
no objection if the Senator wishes to be
recognized for the second time. But in
the interest of fairness, we have set 5
minutes per Senator. If there is an-
other Senator to speak at the end of
that 5 minutes, he should be recog-
nized.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is not an
unfair response. Perhaps at the end of
that time, I will call on using leader
time, which I understand has been
made available to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
5 minutes.
f

THE BUDGET
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, as

the Democrat and Republican nego-
tiators sit down and try to work out a
final budget, I want to urge the nego-
tiators to begin their discussions by
agreeing on a fundamental principle.
The principle is critical to Democrats
like me and to the overwhelming ma-
jority of Americans. The principle is

this: Congress should not cut Medicare
to pay for tax breaks for the wealthy.

Mr. President, the current Repub-
lican budget, which has yet to be sent
to President Clinton, violates this
basic principle because the heart of the
Republican plan cuts Medicare by $270
billion, and it is going to be used to
pay for $245 billion in tax breaks. The
President has made it quite clear that
these Medicare cuts for tax breaks are
a quid pro quo and totally unaccept-
able. It is a basic matter of principle.

I also want to remind my colleagues
about some of the other objectionable
provisions in the Republican reconcili-
ation bill. The budget proposed by the
Republicans also cuts Medicaid by $163
billion. This will mean huge cuts in
nursing home care for seniors and care
for the disabled.

The bill includes a $23 billion cut in
the earned income tax credit, and this
means that 17 million working fami-
lies, who make less than $30,000 a year,
will have to pay more in taxes. They
will get a tax increase because the
earned income tax credit, which helped
them sustain themselves, will no
longer be available. At the same time,
the top 1 percent, who make over
$350,000 a year, will get an $8,400 tax
break. It is unnecessary and, frankly,
it is unconscionable.

The bill also tears apart the safety
net for poor children. Under the Repub-
lican so-called welfare reform provi-
sions, between 1.2 and 2.1 million chil-
dren will be thrust into poverty, poten-
tially going hungry.

Mr. President, the basic thrust of
this legislation is to balance the budg-
et on the backs of working families and
senior citizens, while handing out bil-
lions in tax breaks for the rich and
powerful. It is an extreme approach. I
know that Speaker GINGRICH and his
followers believe in it strongly, but, in
my view, it is fundamentally wrong.

Mr. President, when you get right
down to it, the Republican budget
forces all of us to answer a simple ques-
tion, one that I have discussed many
times here. It is very directly saying:
‘‘Whose side are you on?’’ That is the
question being asked. Are you on the
side of the rich and the powerful and
the special interests? Or are you on the
side of those who go to work every day
worrying about how they will pay their
bills, get their kids to college, sustain
a lifestyle they have worked so hard to
get, and worry about what happens in
their later years? Or are you on the
side of those who do not need help, but
who have influence down here, who get
to talk to a lot of people in Govern-
ment, those who make the decisions?

That is the fundamental question
that we are discussing as we consider
the budget. The Republican reconcili-
ation bill is pay dirt for the rich and
the special interests, while senior citi-
zens and working class families get
stuck footing higher bills. This is an
outrage.

We Democrats are going to continue
to resist it as a basic matter of prin-
ciple. We saw what happened with the

continuing resolution when the public
caught on to this scheme.

Under the spotlight, our friends on
the Republican side blinked. They re-
treated. They ran away. They wanted
to escape the public wrath and quickly
abandoned their deep principles for po-
litical cover. They quickly backed off
their large increases in Medicare part
B premiums.

Mr. President, the Republican budget
makes the biggest cuts in the history
of Medicare. I have heard the case
made, ‘‘No, we are not making cuts.
What we are doing is increasing the
pot.’’ Yes, but there are a lot more peo-
ple who are aging and who will be part
of the Medicare population, and on a
per capita basis they get hit very, very
hard.

Republicans build their case around a
false premise. They argue that in order
to save Medicare they want to destroy
its fundamental mission. That is not
true. They ought to be frank with the
American people about two major Re-
publican misstatements.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Jersey wish to re-
quest additional time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to speak for an additional 5
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The first
misstatement that our Republican
friends make is we need $270 billion to
save Medicare. That is simply untrue.

The Republicans are using this $270
billion, as I said before, to finance their
$245 billion in tax breaks for the rich
folk. It is no coincidence that Medicare
cuts are $270 billion and the tax breaks
for the wealthy total $245 billion.

These figures are remarkably similar
because one is being used to finance
the other. They are taking from our
senior citizens who paid the bills,
signed the contract, worked hard and
weathered the storm, and they are giv-
ing it back to the wealthy and the spe-
cial interests.

The second Republican falsehood is
that we need to cut $270 billion to
make Medicare solvent. Not true. The
chief Health and Human Services Medi-
care actuary has said that we only
need $89 billion in savings to make
Medicare solvent until the end of the
year 2006.

Let me give some examples of what
kind of tax breaks these Medicare cuts
are paying for: Under this bill, approxi-
mately 2,000 large corporations will get
a tax break of $2 million apiece because
of changes in the alternative minimum
tax calculations; the bill also gives an
$800,000 tax break to people with es-
tates over $2.5 million to be able to
pass on to their heirs an additional
$800,000 tax break. It is not fair. It is
not right.

Additionally, this bill contains hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in give-
aways to the oil companies.
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Finally, the capital gains tax cut in-

cluded in this bill is a tax break for the
superrich. Anyone can claim this tax
break. We saw that in a vote here.
Even those who make more than $1
million a year can get this tax break.

Mr. President, I tried to draw a line
in the tax sand, to use the expression,
and put the money back into Medicare
and Medicaid. I offered an amendment
when we discussed our reconciliation
bill that would have precluded the tax
breaks from going to those who make
over $1 million in a single year. That is
one-tenth of 1 percent of all our tax-
payers. This small group, I felt, did not
need a tax break—making $1 million a
year, that is a lot of money.

I thought this amendment could pass
substantially. Maybe even unani-
mously. I thought that people here
would finally say, ‘‘No, we think that
is fair, that people who make over $1
million a year ought not to get an ad-
ditional tax break.’’ I thought we could
all agree that millionaires, billion-
aires, do not need a break when we are
cutting Medicare, especially when 75
percent of all the Medicare recipients
earn under $25,000 each year.

However, 52 of 53 of the Republican
Senators voted against my amend-
ment. In essence, they said their pref-
erence is cut Medicare, cut Medicaid,
and we will keep on giving tax breaks
to those millionaires and the billion-
aires—show them what good guys we
are.

Mr. President, Medicare is not just a
health insurance program. Medicare is
a contract. It is a commitment we
made to our citizens. It is a promise for
those who worked hard for their entire
lives that your health care needs will
be taken care of when you retire. They
paid for it.

This Republican budget uses the
Medicare Program as a slush fund for
the tax breaks for the wealthy.

Mr. President, I hope that the Repub-
lican leadership will give up their plan
to cut Medicare to pay for tax breaks
for the rich, give up deep cuts in Medic-
aid, give up tax increases on working
families, give up the destruction of the
safety net that will put millions of
children into poverty, give up the huge
cuts in education and the environment.
It is time to start over.

If the Republicans are serious about
moving towards the balanced budget,
they will give up on these draconian
cuts, those cuts that hurt so much.
They will honor a basic principle that
declares whose side Government is on,
that no Medicare cuts will be used to
pay for tax breaks for the rich, that
they will confirm that the Government
is here to help give assistance to those
who need help the most. Those who are
wealthy do not need special assistance
from the Government.

It is time to start over, Mr. Presi-
dent, and put together a budget that
protects Medicare and Medicaid and
working families, poor children, pro-
vide education to help get the popu-
lation to lead our country into the

next century, to provide the kind of
leadership that can make us more com-
petitive, to continue the kind of posi-
tion that the United States of America
has had for so many years, and to pro-
vide our future generations with a de-
cent and clean environment.

I hope that will get consideration,
Mr. President. I yield the floor.

f

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate passed S. 1316, the Safe
Drinking Water Act. I did not have the
opportunity to speak on it while it was
under consideration and I want to
point out some things in that bill that
I believe are very constructive.

I will call to the attention of my col-
leagues that I think we passed a piece
of legislation that will enhance voters’
confidence, citizens’ confidence, that
we can, in fact, take a law that has ac-
complished a great deal.

The Safe Drinking Water Act has im-
proved the quality of life in America
considerably, and has been a great suc-
cess story, but it needed to be changed.
There was an urgent need to change
the legislation. We passed it last year
in this body. The House was unable to
pass a piece of legislation, and as a
consequence it died.

I want to thank Chairman JOHN
CHAFEE. He was very instrumental.
Without his leadership this bill would
not have passed. Chairman
KEMPTHORNE, as well, was very diligent
and determined to pass the legislation.
Senator BAUCUS, Senator REID, both
from rural States, understand the im-
portance of changing this legislation.
They, like me, have heard from local
communities talking about if we are
going to maintain the consent to regu-
late safe drinking water that we have
to change the current law.

I will talk about a few issues, Mr.
President. I will go through them real
quickly. First is the issue of radon in
the drinking water. Under the current
law, the EPA was required to promul-
gate a standard for radon by a court-
ordered deadline.

Unfortunately, that standard was a
much higher standard than any sci-
entist said was necessary to protect
the people. There is no dispute here.
This is not a situation where we have
anybody coming forward and saying
that the standard that was required
under this rule was too low.

This standard was set so high that it
was going to cost rural communities,
in some cases, $5,000 per user to imple-
ment. We had withheld the appropria-
tions for several years to promulgate
this rule, and this piece of legislation
now will take the appropriators off the
hook. It changes the law. It gives EPA
the authority to promulgate a rule of
3,000 picocuries per liter, which is what
all science is saying is needed. It will
save rural providers of water in Ne-
braska nearly $1 billion over a 7- to 10-
year period. It is a substantial amount
of money that is at stake.

The second issue is the current law,
that is the issue of sound science and
using sound science in evaluating both
the risk and what we do. In the 1986
amendments, we decided we were going
to regulate 25 contaminants every 3
years whether those contaminants
needed to be regulated or not. This
strict method of establishing standards
caused some contaminants to be regu-
lated without a sound scientific basis.
It is an issue that is very irritating
when you are, again, at a local level
and are required to spend money look-
ing for a contaminant that has never
been there. It has never been in the
water. Nobody expects it to be in the
water. Nobody has any reasonable basis
to believe it is going to be in the water.
But because of this strict standard, we
were required to regulate it anyway.

The new law authorizes EPA to use
$10 million from the State revolving
fund on health effects research. EPA is
to establish a priority risk of unregu-
lated contaminants and gather health
effects and occurrence information on
the listed contaminants. The Adminis-
trator of EPA must consult with the
Centers for Disease Control as it does
this analysis. In other words, it cannot
just come to a regulatory conclusion
without some reference to what our
scientists, particularly our health sci-
entists, are telling us about what is
going on with drinking water. The
States are to monitor for up to 20 un-
regulated contaminants to collect in-
formation for future standards.

The next issue is the standard setting
itself. Under current law, EPA has es-
tablished standards for more than 80
drinking water contaminants. The 1986
amendments required EPA to promul-
gate 25 new standards every 3 years.
The cost to small communities, again,
are not considered at all when these
standards are set. This legislation, this
change in the law, repeals the ‘‘25
every 3 years’’ rule and establishes a
new mechanism to identify contami-
nants for future regulation by consult-
ing with the Centers for Disease Con-
trol.

Again, if we are trying to have safe
drinking water, it seems to be reason-
able to reference those individuals who
have the responsibility for telling us
what is causing Americans to get sick
from drinking our water. EPA is to
conduct a benefit-cost analysis for each
new standard before it is promulgated,
and if EPA determines the benefits of a
standard issued under current law
would not justify the cost of the sys-
tems that must comply with the stand-
ard, EPA must issue a less stringent
standard that maximizes health risk
reduction at a cost that is justified.

I have heard people come and say we
are weakening standards. We unques-
tionably are not. This is a change that
will allow us, again with reference to
what is causing Americans to get sick,
if there is a health problem that the
Centers for Disease Control—Mr. Presi-
dent, is there a limitation on time?
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